a fixed number of positions for foot nodes. For instance, verb frames (i.e., frames anchored to a verb) have an array whose positions can be occupied by a Subject NP, a Direct Object NP, the Head verb, etc. The fillers listed in slots M2 through M7 represent the unmarked order of verbal arguments (cf.
[Uszkoreit 87]). They may be accompanied by additional constituents, in particular by modifiers and by arguments that, because of being in emphatic or contrastive focus, have been moved to the left (e.g. in weil er ein Fahrrad den Kindern verspricht). These companions are positioned after the 'standard' fillers (if any).
A key property of linearization in PG is that certain constituents may move out of their 'own' array and receive a position in an array located at a higher level. This is because array slots are not necessarily open at all times. For instance, the slots M1 through M3 are blocked if the clause is non-finite. If a non-finite clause is subjected to 'clause union', slots M4 through M7 are blocked as well. In that case, verb arguments that need to be expressed overtly, will look for a slot higher up in the hierarchy of verb frames and get hold of the first (i.e. lowest) slot that is within scope. E.g. in Daß sie ihn das Fahrrad reparieren sah (That she saw him repair the bike), ihn and das Fahrrad occupy the same M7 slot, in order of increasing depth (Fig. 3) . (1) Weil zu versuchen das Fahrrad zu reparieren because to try the bicycle to repair niemand verspricht nobody promises Because nobody promises to try to repair the bicycle' (2) Weil niemand zu versuchen verspricht das Fahrrad zu reparieren (3) Weil zu versuchen niemand verspricht das Fahrrad zu reparieren Certain scrambling phenomena in German are interpretable as another example of how the accessibility of array slots is determined dynamically. Consider sentences (1)-(3), from [Rambow 94 ], which have the same meaning but differ in acceptability: (1) and (2) are much better than (3), which is marginally acceptable at best. We assume that moving the CMP-S of the matrix verb into slot M2 (thus bringing it into focus) causes B1 to be blocked and to become inaccessible to extraposition (Fig. 4) .
The mechanism that controls the distribution of constituents over the slots of a linearizer array, including the accessibility of these slots, is modeled as a Finite-State Automaton (FSA). The FSA associated with a lexical frame traverses its array from left to right. At each open slot, it inspects the set of constituents that are to be ordered in the array, and checks whether any of them meet the placement conditions on that slot (see the labels on the edges of Fig. 2) . It deposits these constituents at the current slot and, finally, determines whether or not the accessibility of any slots further down the array needs to be modified. In the full paper we will show this mechanism at work in accounting for Rambow's grammaticality ratings on 30 sentences of German representing a wide range of scrambling options. Furthermore, we will compare the computational complexity of the combination 'substitution + linearization FSA' in PG to that of 'adjunction + substitution' in TAG, e.g., by demonstrating how PG generates the mildly context-sensitive language a n b n c n .
